Reinventing Student Teaching
Marilyn Cochran-Smith University of Pennsylvania Innovative student teaching programs have proliferated during the last decade. The author distinguishes among reinvented student teaching programs by examining their underlying assumptions about knowledge, power, and language in teaching and the various ways these are played out in school-university relationships and explores three contrasting school-university relationships&mdash;consonance, critical dissonance, and collaborative resonance&mdash;identifying the underlying assumptions of each and examining how problems are defined, goals established, and social and organizational structures for student teaching created. It is argued that collaborative resonance has unique potential to provide students with rich opportunities to learn to teach. This argument is illustrated with a description of the structures and effects of one innovative program, Project START, based on resonance and designed to foster intellectual growth and commitment to reform in both students and cooperating teachers.
Although preservice students and experienced teachers regard student teaching as the most valuable aspect of preservice preparation (Evertson, 1990) , it is also widely regarded as a problem, an onthe-job experience that promotes isolation, practical expediency, and dependence on conventional wisdom (Goodlad, 1990) . As part of larger efforts to reform preservice education, institutions across the country are in the process of reinventing student teaching by altering its duration, timing, requirements, connection to university courses and seminars, and the type and intensity of supervision.
The purpose of this article is to make distinctions among the innovative student teaching programs that have proliferated in the last decade on the basis of their underlying assumptions about power, knowledge, and the language of teaching, and the ways these are instantiated in university-school relationships. I Consonance, Critical Dissonance, and
Collaborative Resonance
The innovative student teaching programs of the last decade differ considerably in their conceptual underpinnings and structural arrangements. A number of frameworks might be used to distinguish and critique aspects of programs, including Tom's (1985) three dimensions of inquiry-oriented teacher education programs, Grimmett's (1988) categorization of the contents and purposes of reflection, and Cochran-Smith's (1989) notion of the theories of practice that underlie student teaching arrangements. Each of these offers a useful perspective, but none directly examines relations between the university and the school or exposes the structure of power that is implicit in the ways teacher educators regard and work with teachers when they arrange for school observations, organize field placements, appoint adjunct and regular staff, and supervise student teachers. My argument here is that every reinvented program is the product of a set of assumptions about the knowl-ers relative to the knowledge, language, and expertise of university-based teacher educators and researchers. These assumptions and the ways they are played out in programs convey potent messages about the work lives of teachers and the parts they can expect to play in establishing and altering the social worlds of school. The school-university relationships of consonance, critical dissonance, and collaborative resonance are summarized in Table 1 In programs designed to foster consonance, teacher education is generally faulted for not preparing prospective teachers to make sound professional decisions using the language and concepts of research on effective teaching (Anderson & Enz, 1989; McNergney, Lloyd, Mintz, & Moore, 1988) . In this conception, the goal of teacher educators is to prepare students who are skilled situational decision makers (McNergney et al., 1988) and reflective classroom practitioners (Arends, 1988) who make what other professionals would recognize as justifiable educational judgments. In many programs, these goals are achieved by creating a high degree of consonance between theory and practice and by providing coordination between the language and messages conveyed by the university and the school (Berg, Murphy, Nagel, & Malian, 1989 (Arends, 1988) , the California State University system's &dquo;Clinical Supervision Initiative&dquo; (Berg et al., 1989) , and the University of Virginia's preservice curriculum (McNergney et al., 1988 In reforms based on critical dissonance, the problem with student teaching is generally identified as its tendency to bolster utilitarian and vocational perspectives on teaching and ultimately to reproduce existing practice. This conceptualization of the problem is based on several interrelated arguments: (a) The liberalizing effects that university experiences may have on student teachers are diluted by the conservative press of school life and by teachers and administrators who emphasize management and trialand-error learning rather than inquiry or critical reflection (Goodman, 1986a; Richardson-Koehler, 1988 ); (b) student teachers have had a powerful socialization into teaching from their own 12 years of schooling before they even begin formal preparation (Lortie, 1975) , and student teaching does little to alter their views (Feiman-Nemser, 1983 ); instead, it may bolster their ability to articulate the perspectives they already have and hence contribute to the perpetuation of conservative school practice (Tabachnick & Zeichner, 1984; Zeichner, Tabach- (Goodman, 1986b; Tabachnick, Popkewitz, & Zeichner, 1979-80) .
Each of these arguments suggests that the problem with student teaching, whether actively or by de- (Goodman, 1988) ; Knox College's field program, which combines ethnographic study of schooling, critical theory curriculum study, alternative teaching strategies, and a 10-week student teaching seminar (Beyer, 1984) ; the University of Utah's middle school program, which begins with students doing ethnographies of schools (Gitlin & Teitelbaum, 1983) and features horizontal supervision, a strategy that fosters the individual student's growth (Gitlin, 1981) ; and the University of Wisconsin-Madison's elementary education program, which teaches students critical inquiry and reflection (Zeichner & Liston, 1987 (Corbett, 1980) or learning the culture of the profession (Evertson, 1990; Little, 1987) (Evertson, 1990; RichardsonKoehler, 1988) . Although there are powerful norms in most schools against collegiality (Little, 1987; Pellegrin, 1976) (Goodlad, 1984; Lieberman & Miller, 1984) , provided the social and organizational contexts within which these might occur (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, in press-a), or emphasized the role of teachers as agents for change in their schools (Goodlad, 1990 (Dewey, 1904 START researchers and participants are in the process of collecting and analyzing data to document the developmental course, kinds of learning, and eventual consequences of the curriculum through a 10-year, 2-part study. The first part is a case study of the progress of one cohort of student teachers through the preservice program and into the first year of teaching; it explores students' opportunities to learn to be teachers and reformers within the social and organizational contexts of the program. The second part is a longitudinal study that focuses on the intellectual lives and professional careers of a smaller group of the same student teachers by following them through the first 5-7 early career years of teaching, a period during which new teachers redefine their knowledge of teaching and make major career decisions (Murnane, 1987) .
The discussion in the remainder of this article draws on program literature, preliminary analyses, and two completed examinations of case study data sets-transcriptions of group meeting conversations within and across school sites (Cochran-Smith, 1989 press)-as well as a collection of essays, studies, and commentaries by teacher researchers analyzing their own learning experiences as student teachers, cooperating teachers, and supervisors in Project START (Barr, Colgan-Davis, & Larson,1990; Brody et al., in press; Carter et al., 1989; Crouse,1990; Gutkin, 1990; Miller, 1990;  Ritchie,1990 (Ginsburg, 1988; Popkewitz, 1987; Willis, 1978) . One aim of the program, then, is to help students learn to &dquo;teach against the grain&dquo; (CochranSmith, in press)-that is, to become effective teach- (Lanier, 1990 (CochranSmith, 1990 ). Analytic induction (Erickson, 1986) and thematic analysis (Spradley, 1980) (Hoy & Rees, 1977) and less confidence in the general efficacy of teaching (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990) than they had when they began. In addition, very few teacher education students (or teacher educators for that matter) talk about teachers as agents for change when they are questioned about the roles of teachers in schools (Goodlad, 1990 (Cazden, Diamondstone, & Naso, 1989; Goswami & Stillman, 1987) (Shulman, 1986) (CochranSmith, 1989) .
The START curriculum gives student teachers opportunities to engage in four kinds of teacher research-oral inquiry processes, essays, journals, and classroom studies (Carini, 1986) , and cross-grade observations.
In a second study, 17 teacher-researcher meetings at one school site, ranging in length from 45 to 60 minutes over a year, were analyzed according to topics and modes of discourse as well as the organizational, systemic, and role structures that supported the discourse (Cochran-Smith, 1989 (Zeichner & Liston, 1985) , and the institutional arrangements of schooling and instructional content are usually taken for granted (Zeichner et al., 1988 (Carini, 1986) and biographic literacy (Taylor, 1990) categories. These studies invite students to engage simultaneously in both teaching and research on teaching. They offer students opportunities to construct curriculum, to plan and reflect on teaching strategies, and to raise questions, collect data, and analyze particular aspects of children's learning and their own teaching (Carter et al., 1989; Crouse, 1990; Miller, 1990; Ritchie, 1990 (Barr et al., 1990; Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1990b Gutkin, 1990; Turner et al., 1990) . Given the widespread isolation of teachers and the culture of noncollegiality that begins during student teaching (Goodlad, 1990; Su, 1990) , these seem to be promising signs.
Conclusion
Research during the last decade has demonstrated that the formal aspects of preservice preparation do little to alter students' outlooks and practices, whereas the less formal, experiential aspects of student teaching are potentially significant influences (Feiman-Nemser, 1983; 
